The correlates of rankings may not surprise you.
I
n the last 20 years, various attempts have been made to rank library schools in terms of qual ity. There are good reasons for doing so. Stud need information about the quality of the schools they might select. The deans and faculty of each school need to know how they are doing, and, more importantly, what they might do to improve the quality of their programs. The recent movement for accountability in education has led legislatures and state agencies to scrutinize degree programs in general, but particularly those that are small and costly. Universities, faced with restrictions im posed by limited resources, are engaging in internal planning and review processes to help them choose academic directions. Several library science pro grams, including programs at the University of Chicago and Columbia University that were con sidered prestigious by librarians, have been closed after institutional reviews.
In librarianship, more attention has been paid to reputation of programs than to attempts to define quality in library education, as if we could not define quality but we know it when we see it. The purpose of the present study is to attempt to relate reputation rankings of doctoral programs in library science to objective quantitative variables. If repu tation were accepted as a valid indicator of quality, any school that wished to improve the quality of its program would need to know the objective corre lates of a good reputation. This paper does not address the quality of master's degree programs, although many of the variables discussed below e that relate to doctoral programs also relate to mas ter's programs, and the presence of a doctoral nt p s rogram is sometimes given as evidence of quality of a master's program.
Reputation and quality
The most well-known efforts to rank schools are studies of perceptions of quality. Reviewing these studies, Danton observed that there are quantita tive measures of libraiy school quality but argued that "the composite perception of a sufficient number of authorities will result in a fairly reliable ranking of relative quality."1 Most of the perception studies involved questionnaires which asked library school faculty and/or library directors for their subjective assessment of the schools. Biggs cast doubt on the validity of those studies by showing that respondents were unable to ex plain why they ranked schools as they did, con fessed to ignorance of the nature of most programs, and were not confident of their assessments,3 Biggs and Bookstein conducted a survey of library sci ence faculty to determine the criteria important in assessing the quality of a program. The criteria cited more often by respondents at doctoral grant ing schools were: (1) rich library resources; (2) adequate financial support; (3) integration of li brary science and information science; (4) faculty research and publishing; (5) high intellectual qual ity of graduates; (6) adequate physical facilities; (7) adjacency to a strong employment market; (8) professional competence of graduates. Biggs and Bookstein did not attempt to link any of these attributes with the reputations of particular schools, so whether these criteria are the ones that professors actually use in ranking schools remains unknown.
Reputation rankings have also been criticized by Webster, who makes the following objections: rat ings are subject to the halo effect, in which the overall reputation of an institution affects the rank ing of individual departments; ratings lag several years behind reality, so the reputation of a school may be based on events, persons, or activities that are no longer a significant part of a program; schol ars from the nation's leading universities serve in disproportionately large numbers as raters, and they tend to rank highly departments of the same type and with the same emphases as their own universities have.4 Herubel demonstrates there is considerable overlap between the list of schools of high repute and the list of schools from which the faculties of library science programs (who rate the schools) received their degrees.5
There have been several attempts to relate quantitative variables to reputation. Hayes ranked schools according to how frequently the publica tions of each school's faculty members were cited; the validity of this work, however, is limited by Hayes's reservations about basing citation and publication rates on the data he used. "Citation counting," he observed, "is a rather tenuous basis for evaluating faculty and schools."6 After compar ing "top 10" to other Ph.D.-granting schools, using Blau and Marqulies' 1974 rankings, Hayes wrote, "This author's qualitative impression is that there is little difference between these two groups of schools with respect to publication and citation. One must conclude that reputation is based on aspects qualitatively different from just rates of publication and citation" (164-65).
Wang and Layne investigated the relationship between reputation and number of graduates, us ing White's 1981 ranking of schools, but found no highly significant correlation.' Garland and Rike, using White's 1981 rankings, did find a significant correlation between whether the faculty of schools published and the prestige of the library science program.8 However, a recent study shows that faculty at schools with higher reputation rankings do not publish more articles based on funded re search.9 Similarly, Wallace compared publication rates of faculty at programs housed in research universities to rates of faculty at other institutions and found no significant differences.10
M ethodology
The reputation rankings used in this study were those reported by White in 1987, based on data he collected in 1986. White reported prestige rank numbers for only 15 of the 24 schools then offering doctoral degrees in library science. of data, which may be a limitation of the study.
The ALISE Report presents data in five sections, related to faculty, students, curriculum, income and expenditures, and continuing education. That division has been followed here. The criterion for selecting variables from the report was that data on individual schools be presented. It was possible to identify a variable, "Faculty salary increase," be cause data were reported by school, but it was not possible to analyze the variable "Faculty salary" because the ALISE Report presents the data only by academic rank, not by institution.
The ALISE Report presents data for 23 schools offering the doctoral degree. Data is missing for some variables for some schools. This study consid ers 69 variables, listed in Table 1 , including 13 variables on gender and ethnicity proportions, which were computed from data in the report. For some variables in the ALISE Report, data do not distinguish between doctoral, master's, and other programs. In reporting numbers of courses and income and expenditures, for example, the data relating to all degree and certificate programs are lumped together. It is difficult to study some vari ables on separate degree programs because they are not budgeted separately, and only a few schools actually offer separate courses for doctoral stu dents and others. In White's 1986 study, rankings of schools by library directors and by library science faculty are reported separately. Schools were grouped accord ing to whether they were in the "top 10," and t-tests were run to determine whether the mean values of all the variables for the two groups differed signifi cantly. Following the t-tests, a rank correlation study was conducted to determine whether the rankings of schools on each variable correlated with the rankings of schools as given, first, by adminis trators and, second, by library science faculty. All analyses used the SPSSX computer program run ning on a VAX 8700.
Results

Means fo r variables, administrators:
There are significant differences for the t-test (p <0.05) be tween the "top 10" doctoral programs and the other doctoral programs for only four variables when the rankings given by library administrators are used (see Table 2 ). There are significant differences in that the "top 10" have more part-time faculty, higher total expenditures, more males, and more white males. New variables were calculated to test for the importance of males as a proportion of all students. When the t-test was run for the variables "white males as a fraction of all males" and "males as a fraction of all students," there was no signifi cant difference. The numbers of males and ofwhite males, not their proportions to the rest of the population, are significantly higher on the average at the "top 10" schools.
Means fo r variables, faculty: As ranked by library science faculty, the only significant difference (p <0.05) between the "top 10" and the other doctoral programs is "Total expenditure for continuing education," which is higher at the "top 10" schools (see Table 3 ).
Rank correlations: Table 4 shows the variables for which there was a significant correlation be tween the rank of each school as given by adminis trators or faculty and the ranking according to the school's reported value for the variable. These results support the results of the t-test study; ad ministrators' ranking of schools is negatively corre lated with the extent to which the schools provide assistantships to women. Administrators' high rankings correlate positively with high out-of-state tuition, number of sabbaticals awarded, and aver age salary increases. High faculty rankings are asso ciated with number of part-time faculty, sabbati cals, and cost of out-of-state tuition.
C onclusion
A statistical difference doesn't tell us about cause and effect. Do male students go to the "top 10" programs because they are of high quality, or do library administrators (mostly male) rate pro grams higher if they have larger numbers of male students? Do higher quality programs get more "Variables that have strongest association with high rankings have negative values in this case, because the highest ranked chools have the smallest numbers-i.e., the top-ranked school is ranked 1, the second 2, etc. s financial support because of their quality, or does the visibility that goes with having financial support build a school's reputation? The scale of a continu ing education program, the cost of tuition, and the number of part-time faculty are related to income; schools with larger incomes hire more part-time faculty, who often teach in continuing education.
This study shows that a higher reputation is related to the presence of males and higher income and expenditures. Money and sex matter in doc toral education in library science, just as they do in most other aspects of American life. The finding is somewhat depressing, given the numerical pre dominance of females in librarianship. But it is predictable, given that females in the profession are paid less and do not hold a share of manage ment positions proportionate to their numbers. (White did not report the gender breakdown of respondents to his survey.)
An important finding is that most of the variables studied are not associated with reputation; how ever, some of these are the variables that university administrators attend to most. Such variables as enrollment size, degrees awarded, numbers of courses listed and numbers actually taught, and ethnic mix of student population apparently are not related to reputation. This finding suggests that those librarians and faculty who did the ranking may be out of touch with the variables that matter to those who do program reviews, a possibility reinforced by the fact that programs considered prestigious by librarians often have not been able to persuade those outside the library community of their quality.
Even though this study found only a few vari ables in the ALISE Report that are associated with reputation rankings, it is quite likely there are objective correlates of quality and of reputation. While the reputation studies may not be serving us well, still more research on what constitutes quality is in order. Other studies are certainly needed, particularly if library education programs are to convince reviewers external to the profession of the merit of library science. A study similar to this one, but focusing on master's programs, is in progress. ALISE ought to review its statistical report to determine whether all the appropriate data are being collected. In particular, we need studies of graduates. Assessment of the quality of a program ought to include accounts of the competences, successes, and failures of those whom the program attempted to educate. We also need studies of the quality of the scholarship contributed by faculty. 
Disaster planning and recovery
The preparation and implementation of a disaster and recovery plan will be addressed in a two-day workshop sponsored by Rutgers University's School of Communications, Infor mation and Library Studies, on April 18 and 19. Registration is limited to 20, the deadline for registering is April 5. Those who have already had the one-day disaster planning workshop may register for the second day only. The fee of $48 for one day or $95 for both days includes lunch and handouts. Each day earns 0.6 CEUs. Contact: Department of Library and Informa tion Studies, 4 Huntington Street, New Brun swick, NJ 08903.
Mentors and protégés needed for pilot
The ACRL Research Committee is seeking vol unteers to serve as mentors for beginning re searchers as well as seeking to identify beginning researchers who wish to be mentored. As part of a pilot project, the mentoring process will be con ducted by means of BITNET electronic confer encing. A program will be held at the Atlanta conference on Sunday, June 30 (2:00-5:30 p.m.) to introduce both the beginning researchers and the mentors to BITNET conferencing and to each other.
Six groups will be formed around research areas: bibliographic control, understanding the user, col lection management, scholarly communication, expert systems, and library effectiveness. The pilot project will include 60 beginning researchers and 12-18 mentors, divided among the six research areas listed above. It will last a year, from the Atlanta program until the ALA annual conference in San Francisco. At the San Francisco meeting, the project will be evaluated. A continuing men toring program will be organized at that time if the evaluation is positive.
To participate in the pilot project as either a mentor or a protégé, you must have access to BIT-NET and be willing to attend the Atlanta program in order to obtain the necessary password and conferencing manual which will be distributed at that time.
If you are interested in serving as a mentor, please send a letter containing information about your research interest and background to: Vicki L. Gregory, School of Library and Information Sci ence, HMS 301, University of South Florida, 4202 E. Fowler Avenue, Tampa, FL 33620. Please re spond by April 2, 1991, at the latest.
If you are a beginning researcher or want to do research in an area which is new to you, and you wish to be mentored, please send your name, ad dress, and daytime phone number by May 1,1991, to: Michael Sullivan, Head, Physical Science and Technology Libraries, 8251 Boelter Hall, UCLA, Los Angeles, CA 90024. Indicate your first and second choices among the following areas of inter est in which you might be mentored: bibliographic control, collection management, expert systems, library effectiveness, scholarly communication, or understanding the user. Please indicate two areas of interest.
Assignments will be based upon the order in which complete information is received. By late May or early June, both mentors and protégés will be notified of their group assignment and of the names of the other members of the group. ■ ■
